Tyack et al. cite three specific concerns in their commentary regarding Schorr et al.
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Tyack et al. also worry that readers may interpret our findings in inappropriate ways because they don't understand "the ways in which the longer-term, lower resolution tags used by Schorr et al. (2014) complement rather than replace the utility of controlled exposure experiments using shorter-term high-resolution archival tags". We do not question the utility of shorter-term, high-resolution archival tags and agree completely that the use of longer-term lower resolution tags is a complementary approach. The value and relevance of high-resolution, multi-sensor tag data is well-supported in the literature, some of which we referenced in [1] . We limited our comparison with short-term, high-resolution datasets to summarized parameters that are derived from those tags at the same resolution our tags collect data (e.g. dive durations, inter-deep-dive-intervals), but felt such a comparison was warranted given the dramatic increase in available data from this species (6,827 dives versus the 327 reference dives included in DeRuiter et al. [3] ). We remain steadfast in our belief that researchers should interpret limited samples of behaviors from low numbers of individuals with caution, particularly in cases where behavior may vary regionally, and vary considerably more than previously thought within and among individual whales even in the same region. This does not diminish the value of high-resolution, short-term tags to capture fine-scale responses in controlled exposure experiments on this species, but underscores the value of also using extended duration tags to place these responses in the broader behavioral context in which they occur, particularly when conclusions are based on summarized parameters [3, 4] , and especially when using short-term results to infer long-term consequences.
Tyack et al. also wish to underscore ". . .that these recent findings do not call into question the response dives documented in DeRuiter et al. (2013)". We did not question whether the whales in DeRuiter et al. [3] responded to simulated sonar. We, in fact, emphasized the significance of the foraging disruption that occurred during these controlled exposure experiments relative to the extensive sample of dive interval data in Schorr et al. [1] . Tyack et al. go on to suggest that we should not have made any reference to the reactive dive durations from DeRuiter et al. [3] , as the extremes dives in our dataset may have occurred in the presence of MFA sonar. That may be true of any dive in our data, and this is why we compared the reactive dive durations of [3] to the median dive durations of our whales, while noting that our whales also conducted many significantly longer dives. Our intent was not to contradict the DeRuiter et al. [3] conclusion that whales responded to simulated MFA sonar exposure, only to note that the durations of the response dives were not extreme when compared with the larger dive duration dataset we obtained from whales in the same area. If any readers may have interpreted the discussion of findings from Schorr et al. [1] otherwise, that was certainly not our intent. Our goal was simply to summarize the general diving behavior across the entire dataset with the clear acknowledgement that it contained an unknown number of potential anthropogenic disturbances. This is likely to be the case with long-term telemetry data from any freeranging species living in the midst of human activities, and should not preclude the utility of these data for descriptive studies nor the discussion of potential anthropogenic effects within them.
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